Abstract
Introduction
Strategic leadership is widely identified as an important key driver of strategy execution. However, the lack of strategic leadership is also one of the key barriers preventing successful execution (Beer & Eisenstat, 2000: 29; Kaplan & Norton 2004: 277; Hrebiniak, 2005: 17) . Hitt et al. (2007: 375) defines strategic leadership as "the leader's ability to anticipate, envision, to maintain flexibility and to empower others to create strategic change as necessary".
The single most important requirement for organizational success is the ownership and active involvement of the executive team (Kaplan & Norton, 2001: 3; Hanley, 2007: 19) . Leadership must he execution biased, must drive the organization towards successful execution and it must motivate ownership of and commitment to the execution process (Hrebiniak, 2005: 25; Hitt et al., 2007: 53) . Bossidy et al., (2002: 24) argues that an organization can only execute the strategy if the leader's heart and soul are immersed in the organization. The leader has to be engaged personally and deeply in the business. Execution requires a comprehensive understanding of a business, its people, and its environment. The leader must be in charge of getting things done by running the three core processes -picking other leaders, setting the strategic direction, and conducting operations.
Literature Review
Many managers are not executives, they are superiors of other people and often of a large number of people, and sadly have no impact on the ability of the organization to perform (Drucker, 2004b: 6) .
A key function of management is to recruit and develop talented employees fully aligned with the organization's strategy, setting the course and empowering them as required to carry out their functions. The vision and priorities should be linked to individual and team goals. This will lead to an aligned and motivated organization, which will be able effective in execution (Brenes, 2008: 592) .
Culture drives the way the organization implement its strategy. The leader's role is to ensure that the organizational culture enables the execution of the strategy and if it does not, an aligned culture must be build. Once leaders have defined the strategy, they must set their people up for success by ensuring that the culture supports the required behaviours and actions. This is achieved by reviewing current social norms and rituals. If one thing is changed, it does not change the organization. Leaders must examine the day-to-day activities of the organization to ensure it drives strategy execution. (Hrebiniak, 2005: 25; Speculand, 2009: 72-73; Coughlin, 2005: 1; Heide et al., 2002: 219; Kumar, 2010: 323; Bossidy et al., 2002: 30) . Pearce and Robinson (2001: 326) argue that leaders must lead on two fronts: (1) they must embrace change by clarify the strategic direction, build the organization and shape the culture to fit the challenges and opportunities offered by change; and (2) they must provide the management skill to cope with the implications of constant change.
Middle managers play a crucial role in the successful execution of an organization's strategy and should be consulted when strategies and plans are formulated. Without the support and buy-in of the middle management the organization will battle to execute the strategy successfully. It is important that middle managers "are treated like VIPs" and acknowledged when they contribute towards the success of the organization (Antunes et al., 2010: 116 -120) . Speculand (2009: 10-11 ) is of the view that leaders should focus on five (5) roles as to ensure successful execution of the strategy: (1) focus on both crafting and implementing strategy; (2) create the right conditions; (3) identify what needs to be done; (4) adapt and amend the strategy; and (5) create an implementation plan. Schaap (2006: 16) stated that in a recent study more than 40% of senior managers and 90% of the employees indicated that they do not have a clear understanding of their organization's strategy. Poor communication is one of the main reasons why execution has failed in organizations. Strategy is normally designed at the top, but executed from the bottom.
A strategy that is clear and effectively communicated will not add significant value unless everybody in the organization understand how their actions are strategically aligned and contribute to the strategy execution process. In many cases, strategies are defined at the top of an organization, with no clear cascading of responsibilities for the tactical specifics necessary to achieve results. High-level strategies must be broken down into specific sub-objectives, which can be owned and executed at every level (Hitachi, 2009: 4) .
When communicating the strategy and its execution, leaders must be visible throughout the organization and find as many ways as possible to repeat the core messages. When leaders become the voice of the strategy, it demonstrates to the entire organization not only the importance of the strategy but also the focus and commitment of the leadership on its implementation (Speculand, 2009: 42-43; Heide et al., 2002: 218) .
Even when the strategy is clearly formulated and defined, it is not always effectively communicated. The study by Jooste and Fourie (2009: 65) found that a lack of understanding and poor communication of the strategy to the workforce is the most important barriers to effective execution. The creation of a common strategy language and communicating it at every level of the organization are almost as important as formulating the strategy itself (Hitachi, 2009:3) . Speculand (2009: 54-55) argues that executing strategy successfully means changing the conversations in the organization. It is estimated that in a weekly management meeting, the team spends 85 percent of its time discussing operations and only 15 percent on strategy and implementation. To be successful in strategy execution strategy this must be reversed. Kaplan and Norton (2001: 319; 2006a: 2; 2007: 156 & 160) are of the view that the leadership in the organization must ensure that meetings deal with the important matters defined in the strategy. The role of effective meetings must not be under estimated as an important element in the successful achievement of the organization's strategy. Meetings must be seen as open and team-based learning processes.
It is evident from the literature review that leaders must be engaged and should lead the execution process from the front. The effective and simplified communication of the strategy is as important as strategy itself. Managers should be "executors" instead of supervisors and should create a culture of sticking to due dates. Management meetings should primarily be used to track and monitor the progress of the execution process and the responsibilities of the role-players must be clear and well understood.
The 8 'S' strategy execution framework developed by Higgins (2005) , is based on the McKinsey Seven 'S' s Framework, first introduced in 1980 by Thomas J. Peters and Robert H. Waterman, Jr. as discussed above. Higgins (2005: 4 -6 ) retained six (6) components of the original McKinsey Framework which are (1) "Strategy and Purpose"; (2) "Structure"; (3) "Systems and Processes"; (4) "Style"; (5) "Staff"; and (6) "Shared Values".
The original "Skills" component was converted into (7) "reSources". Higgins (2005: 4) points out that successful strategy execution is not possible without the allocation and utilization of resources ("reSources") such as money, technology, information and the time required from top management and other role players in the organization. The 8th 'S', "Strategic Performance" was added to provide focus and closure to the execution process and could be used. The seven (7) contextual 'S's should all be aligned and point in the same direction as to achieve "Strategic Performance" as explained by figure 1 (Higgins, 2005: 6) . The reality however is that most organizations find themselves in a situation similar to figure 2 where the eight 'S's are not aligned and where the arrows points in different directions (Higgins, 2005: 6) . The underlying principle of the '8's Strategy Execution Framework is that different strategies require different systems, shared values, structures, staffing and resources to ensure success (Higgins, 2005: 5) .
The Higgins framework is based on and very similar to the McKinsey 7 'S' framework. This re-affirms the fact that the McKinsey framework developed by Tom Peters and Robert Waterman is still relevant. Higgins added value to the Higgins framework by adding the very important component of resource allocation and utilization ("resources"). The Higgins framework also added "strategic performance" which ensures focus and an outcome based approach to the strategy execution process. In the case of municipalities the "strategic performance" will be measured in terms customer (community) satisfaction and effective service delivery. The alignment of the various components is an important element that was added to the execution process.
Problem Investigated
The inability to execute strategies is one of the main problems in local government (SA, 2009: 4) and is unfortunately still not receiving the urgent attention it requires. Execution is a discipline on its own which represents a process of interrelated activities which enables an organization to successfully execute strategy. An organization will, in the absence of a well formulated execution plan, not achieve the expected strategic outcomes. (Hrebiniak, 2005: 3 ). An excellent strategy may put a municipality or business on the competitive map but only successful execution will keep it there. Most organizations are not doing well when it comes to execution and in many instances it is due to the fact that they over-rely on organizational restructuring instead of focusing on executing the strategy. (Nielson, 2008: 4) .
Research Objectives

Research Objective 1
To review the literature and determine the key factors required for successful strategy execution.
Research Objective 2
To analyze the findings of the empirical study and make recommendations of how to improve the strategy execution process within municipalities by focusing on leadership and management.
Research Methodology
Structured Questionnaire
A quantitative research approach was utilized and a structured questionnaire with closed questions was chosen as the preferred tool and method to arrive at the expected results.
The purpose of the questionnaire was to establish the municipality's current state and ability to execute strategies. "Strategy Execution" in this questionnaire refers to the execution or implementation of strategies, plans and policies of the municipality. The questionnaire was handed out at the survey sessions. The participants were willing to be honest as their anonymity was assured (Salkind, 2007: 138) . The questionnaire posed the questions (statements) on a four-point Likert Scale with a fifth "Don't Know" option. The participants had to consider the following options and respond to each statement:
"Strongly Agree" (1); "Somewhat Agree" (2); "Somewhat Disagree" (3); "Strongly Disagree" (4); and "Don't Know" (5). A factor analysis was used to identify the structure and factors of the enabler leadership and management and through this process the structural validity of the survey was also determined (Pietersen and Maree, 2007: 219) . According to Pietersen and Maree (2007: 219 ) the purpose of a factor analysis is to determine which statements (items) belong together due to the fact that it measures the same factor.
Target Population
The population of this study comprised of all the senior and middle managers in the Metropolitan, District and Local Municipalities and within the Gauteng Province:
The targeted population consisted of those senior and middle managers responsible for strategy formulation and planning, execution and service delivery as well as two union leaders (shop stewards) representing the two largest unions per municipality. The target population comprised of 351 targeted participants. 
Sampling
To ensure sample adequacy it was decided to use the entire target population as the study sample. All Metropolitan, District and Local Municipalities and the targeted role players within the Gauteng Province will thus form part of the survey.
The target population consisted of 412 people. A total of 379 completed questionnaires were collected. The 379 respondents who responded formed the study population
Results
Frequencies and Descriptive Statistics
The frequency and descriptive statistical results of the "Leadership and Management" enabler are reported in table 1 below. The benchmark (ideal) in terms of responses for every statement is marked (filled with grey) in the table above. In this section the response benchmark for all the statements is one (1) "Strongly Agree" except for reversed statements 4, 6, 14, 15. 16 and 17 where the benchmark is four (4) "Strongly Disagree". This enabler deals primarily with management's ability to manage and lead the strategy execution process. The respondents are primarily members of the top and middle management which could be a possible limitation but despite this, the majority of the statements contained in this factor calculated a mean above 2.5, (or in the case of reversed statements below 2.5), which is an indication that the respondents tended to disagree with some of the statements.
These results support the literature review where it confirms the importance of leadership and management and the fact that it could be a barrier in the strategy execution process if it is not one of the strengths of the municipality.
The detail results of the enabler will be discussed as part of the factor analysis.
Factor Analysis
A factor analysis was conducted on the 21 statements of the "Leadership and Management" enabler as to explore the factorial structure. The results of the KMO Measure of Sampling Adequacy, P-value of Bartlett's Test of sphericity and the Determinant of Correlation Matrix are reported in table 2 below. The KMO Measure of Sampling Adequacy measured 0.923 (superb according to Field, 2009: 647) which suggests that the sample size is adequate for factor analysis. The P-value of Bartlett's Test of sphericity returned a value smaller than 0.05, indicating that correlations between statements were sufficiently large. The Determinant of Correlation Matrix measured > 0.00001, which indicates that there is not too severe multicollinearity in the data. After exploring various multifactor solutions, it was decided to use four (4) factors to explain the "Leadership and Management" section. The four (4) factors each had eigenvalues above Kaiser's criterion of 1.0 (Field, 2009: 671) and in combination cumulatively explained a favourable 58.7% of the variance. The four-factor solution also made theoretical sense. The results of the factor analysis for the "Leadership and Management" enabler are reported in table 3 below. All the statements on each factor loaded above 0.3, except for statements 6 and 18. The enabler mean calculated at 2.54 which an indication that the statements contained in this section of the questionnaire are viewed by the respondents as evenly balanced between positive and negative.
Discussion
Factor One (1): General Management
Statements 7, 8, 9, 10, 13, 18, 19, 20 and 21 loaded on factor one (1). These statements are related to the "General Management" factor. All statements except 18 have satisfactory factor loadings of above 0.4 on this factor. Statement 18 ("There are adequate financial resources to accomplish the strategy") loaded low at 0.155 and does not load substantially on any other factor but will be retained due to the fact that the statement is very relevant to the factor. The communalities for all statements are above 0.3 except for statement 18 which is 0.02. The factor mean calculated at 2.51 which is an indication that the statements contained in the factor are viewed by the respondents as evenly balanced between agree and disagree. The possible limitation, as indicated earlier, is the fact that the respondents are primarily members of the management team. According to the item-level results presented in the table above it seems that the respondents tended to agree that all staff levels have a clear understanding of the strategic objectives (mean of 2.19); that the senior managers are focusing their time primarily on strategy execution (mean of 2.43); that the middle managers are committed to strategy execution (mean of 2.28); and that the actions required to ensure successful strategy execution are clearly spelled out (mean of 2.40).
The results however also indicate that the respondents tended to disagree that the managers are effective in taking decisions (mean of 2.58); that senior managers are setting an example of sticking to due dates (mean of 2.58); and that the strategy is clearly communicated with all employees (mean of 2.54), this statement possibly contradicts the result above where it confirmed that the staff at all levels have a clear understanding of the strategic objectives.
The "General Management" factor shows good reliability with a Cronbach's Alpha Coefficient of 0.884.
Factor Two (2): Execution Hampering
Statements 4, 14, 15, 16 and 17 loaded on factor two (2). These statements are related to the "Execution Hampering" factor. All statements have satisfactory factor loadings of above 0.5, except for statement 17 which also loaded satisfactorily with a factor loading of above 0.3 on this factor. The communalities for all the statements are all above 0.3 except for statement 17 which is 0.26. The factor comprises of only reversed statements in the sense that agreement with statements has negative implications for the municipality. The mean calculated at 2.87 an indication that the respondents tended to agree with the statements contained in the factor. According to the item-level results presented in the table above it seems that the respondents tended to agree that fraud and corruption is a stumbling block in the execution of strategy (mean of 2.29); that the existing delegated powers are inadequate (mean of 2.10); that managerial skills are inadequate (mean of 2.09); that coordination across departments and/or municipal entities is problematic (mean 2.02); and that there is an over emphasis on compliance instead of execution (mean 2.20).
The "Execution Hampering" factor shows good reliability with a Cronbach's Alpha Coefficient of 0.716.
Factor Three (3): Execution Focus
Statements 1, 2, 3, 5 and 6 loaded on factor three (3). These statements are related to the "Execution Focus" factor. All statements have satisfactory factor loadings of above 0.3, except statement 6 loaded at 0.23. Statement 6 (reversed) refers to the involvement of senior management in the execution of the strategy and is relevant and important to the factor according to the literature and will therefore be retained. The communalities for all statements are above 0.3. The factor mean calculated at 2.12 which is an indication that the respondents tended to agree with the statements contained in the factor. According to the item-level results presented in the table above5 it seems that the respondents tended to agree that the execution of decisions taken at meetings is monitored at the next scheduled meeting (mean of 1.86); that middle managers have the ability to execute the strategy (mean of 2.12); that external contractors and stakeholders are engaged on a regular (at least a quarterly) basis (mean of 2.34); and that senior management is involved in the execution of the strategy (reversed statement mean of 3.31).
The respondents tended to disagree with the statement that more than 50% of the allocated time is dedicated at monitoring strategy execution during committee meetings of Council (mean of 2.62).
The "Execution Focus" factor shows good reliability with a Cronbach's Alpha Coefficient of 0.772.
Factor Four (4): Management Meetings
Statements 11 and 12, loaded on factor four (4). These statements are related to the "Management Meetings" factor. Both statements have satisfactorily factor loadings of above 0.7 on this factor. The communality for statement 11 is above 0.3 and for reversed statement 6 below 0.3 at 0.205. The factor mean calculated at 2.29 which is an indication that the respondents, (primarily members of the top and middle management), tended to agree with the statements contained in the factor. According to the item-level results presented in the table above it seems that the respondents tended to agree that management meetings are well planned and productive. This finding contradicts the findings of the factors "General Management" and "Execution Focus" (par. 5.5.2.3). It seems that the content (agenda) of meetings regarding the monitoring of strategy execution requires attention.
The "Management Meetings" factor shows good reliability with a Cronbach's Alpha Coefficient of 0.877.
Factor Correlation Matrix a
The Pearson correlations between the extracted factors for the "Leadership and Management" enabler are reported in table 4 below. All factors within the "Leadership and Management" enabler had medium to large correlations, except for correlations between the factors "Execution Hampering" and "Management Execution Focus". Although both factors are important enablers of "Leadership and Management", it does not correlate so much with one another.
Frequencies: Leadership and Management (Part 2)
According to the frequencies of "Leadership and Management (Part 2)" in table 5, the respondents tended to agree that to a large extend the minutes of meetings are captured in a project management format (49.6% of the respondents responded positively); and that some of the councils utilize a tracking system to monitor the execution of committee resolutions (58.5% of the respondents responded positively). The results also revealed that the respondents tended to disagree that a dedicated strategy execution team (SET) has been established (only 27.2% responded positively); that the lessons learned from the previous financial year is incorporated into the strategy execution process (only 32.9% responded positively); that at corporate level strategy execution is monitored on a regular (at least weekly) basis (only 13.5% responded positively); that at departmental level strategy execution is monitored on a regular (at least weekly) basis (only 25.6% responded positively). The respondents were indecisive regarding the statement that performance is regularly (at least monthly) and formally monitored and reviewed.
Review of Leadership and Management
The results supported the findings in the literature review and confirmed the critical role of leadership and management in ensuring successful strategy execution and the fact that it could be a stumbling block in the strategy execution process if it is not one of the strengths of the municipality. The "Leadership and Management" enabler is in the survey explained by four (4) factors: (1)"General Management"; (2) "Execution Hampering"; (3) "Execution Focus"; and (4) "Management Meetings".
Despite the possible limitation that the respondents were primarily members of the top and middle management, the enabler mean calculated at 2.54 which is an indication that the respondents tended to disagree with the statements, (or agree with the reversed statements), contained in the " Leadership and Management" enabler. Areas that require possible attention across the four (4) factors are: clear communication of the strategy to all levels of the municipality; effectiveness of managers in taking decisions; setting an example of sticking to due dates by the senior managers; prevention of fraud and corruption; inadequate managerial skills and delegated powers; coordination across departments and/or municipal entities; an over emphasis on compliance instead of execution; and the allocation of more time during meetings towards the monitoring of strategy execution. Part 2 of "Leadership and Management" were only assessed in terms of frequencies and from these results it is evident that the municipalities will have to address the following matters:
the establishment of a dedicated team to monitor strategy execution; the incorporation of lessons learned into the planning and strategy execution process; and the regular (at least weekly) review and monitoring of performance and strategy execution at departmental and corporate level
Conclusions
Leadership and Management calculated a negative mean (above 2.5) The literature confirmed that municipalities in South Africa is well regulated and almost over regulated. Leadership and Management are important and critical in ensuring successful strategy execution. The actual -and ideal results were reported. According to the empirical results leadership and management is an area that requires attention and this supports the literature.
Recommendations
Based on the empirical results it is recommended that municipalities consider and implement the corrective measures as proposed. Some of the key leadership and management issues to address are:
• productive meetings focusing on the monitoring and tracking of execution;
• effective decision making and sticking to due dates;
• the prevention of fraud and corruption;
• clear and simplified communication of the strategy;
• improved managerial and project management skills; and • delegated powers that support effective strategy execution.
